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Abstract
This paper looks at how the state of California maintains an aging water system – the
California State Water Project (SWP) – that will threaten California’s water supply if further
maintained, and concludes that the system faces three major problems that are of concern in 2017
– aging pipes, health hazards, and environmental threats. What needs to be done in order to
address these issues is to invest in a new and improved SWP that will save water, protect the
water supply from contamination of hazardous particles, and replenish the ecosystems within
piping range that it has depleted. To do this, I propose to launch the Eliminate California’s Aging
Water System campaign that will expose each of these problems to the public, and work towards
garnering support from water customers, voters, state and federal officials, local water agencies,
environmental groups, farmers, and labor unions to want to help pay for the a new SWP that will
be modernized, reliable, and sustainable. The campaign will also advocate for a general
obligation bond measure to be placed onto the statewide ballot in 2020, which will go towards
funding a portion of the project. It is important to motivate civic engagement in a country that
lacks an informed population of the problems in which the state’s infrastructure faces today –
with its outdated systems, as well as the risks to the public’s health, and the endangerment of
species. That is why the campaign will conduct widespread outreach to inform Californian
residents about how they can contribute their time and money to a project that will protect their
health, and prevent a major failure and contamination of the water system over the next 100
years, which could leave millions without clean water for an extended period of time.
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Executive Summary
My goal in this paper is to paint a picture of the worrisome issues around California’s
current water system. The problem is that in 1971, the California State Water Project built 705
miles of pipeline,1 which are now very old and cracking. Today, these pipelines require
immediate attention due to their age, health hazards, and environmental threats. Although the
drought is officially over in the state of California, water still needs to be conserved and
consumed responsibly, which is why the SWP’s pipes need a major upgrade. One reason for
upgrading the SWP is to address the amount of water that is lost from leaky pipes – an estimated
228+ billion gallons2 of water per year, which is enough water to supply over 12 million water
customers annually. Being aware of how much water the pipes are losing, and allowing for the
SWP to function under these grave circumstances represents the irresponsibility of the actions of
the water department that oversees the SWP – the California Department of Water Resources
(DWR). Second, many Californian customers are unaware that their household pipes could be
lead based, which is a serious public health risk.3 Third, SWP pipes have contributed to the
diversion of the streamflow of water, which has led to the extinction of fish populations and
interrupted the ecosystems within piping range.4 Therefore, what California needs to do is to
rebuild the SWP’s infrastructural system. However, the state is not financially equipped to afford
a new and improved system on its own.

1

DWR Representative of the State Water Project, email, message, April 12, 2017.
Kyle’s Converter, “Convert Acre-Feet to Gallons (U.S. Fluid),” Kyle’s Converter, Accessed on March 16,
2017, http://www.kylesconverter.com/volume/acre--feet-to-gallons-(u.s.-fluid).
3
Connie M. Leyva, “Leyva: Ensure Lead-Free Drinking Water in California,” California State Senator
Connie M. Leyva, April 20, 2016, http://sd20.senate.ca.gov/news/2016-04-20-leyva-ensure-lead-free-drinkingwater-california.
4
Ariel Dinar, Brian Gray, Ellen Hanak, Richard Howitt, Jay Lund, Jeffrey Mount, Peter Moyle, and Barton
Thompson, “California Water Myths,” Public Policy Institute of California (PPIC), December 2009,
http://www.ppic.org/content/pubs/report/R_1209EHR.pdf.
2
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Governor Jerry Brown has suggested a “fix” in the system, through the construction of
two large tunnels beneath the Bay-Delta, which has gained the attention of major news outlets
and groups.5 However, this suggestion will not address many of the issues nor suggest rebuilding
our current water system, but will instead weaken the system further. That is why I propose to
answer the question of, “How Do You Mobilize Public Support for Infrastructural Investment in
California’s Aging Water System?,” by launching an infrastructural change campaign –
Eliminate California’s Aging Water System – to advocate for the investment of funds in a new
and improved SWP. Specifically, the campaign will be advocating for the placement of a general
obligation bond measure onto the statewide ballot in 2020, which will be placed in the voter’s
hands to help pay for this new development. Such a campaign will cost and estimated $22+
million,6 and I plan to seek a partnership with the Association of Water Agencies (ACWA) to
have the agency pay for a majority of the campaign’s expenditures because this project will be of
major interest to ACWA. Such a project will also require the state to raise $7+ billion7 after
accounting for the increased rates of inflation since the SWP’s beginnings, along with the
increased rates of inflation in the previous bond measure that voters passed in 1960 to construct
the SWP.
I hope to raise awareness of the three major issues outlined above to emphasize how low
of a priority water system upgrades are for the state government, and how important it is for
Californian’s to mobilize support for water infrastructural change. Throughout my paper, I will
look at two case studies that outline how other states have approached a campaign similar to
what I have proposed. I will then outline my campaign’s plan, which will frame the narrative
5

Associated Press, “Jerry Brown’s Controversial Tunnel Project Moves Forward,” Los Angeles Times,
December 22, 2016, http://www.latimes.com/local/lanow/la-me-delta-tunnel-20161222-story.html.
6
US Inflation Calculator, “Inflation Calculator,” US Inflation Calculator, Accessed on April 29, 2017,
http://www.usinflationcalculator.com.
7
Ibid.
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around the question of: What would you do in the event of a widespread failure of California’s
water system that left you, along with the 25 million other customers and 750,000 acres of
farmland,8 without water for over a week?, because water is a resource that Californians take for
granted, and is not a resource that they are prepared to live without. Next, I will create messages
relative to regions across the state that will address the unpredicted emergencies that can occur
within these areas. The purpose is to make the content of this campaign relevant to the lives of
these residents, and to point out how this water infrastructural reform is looking out for their well
being, and will ensure protection of their health and safety.
Then, I will develop strategies to convince the public why they will want to pay for
something like this, as well as why their vote counts, and how they will benefit greatly from
pushing this measure forward. Thirdly, I will organize tactics to collect endorsements from the
federal and state levels of government, water experts, environmentalists, and labor unions.
Lastly, I will map out my funding mechanisms and explain how exactly the project will be
financed – 84% from the local level, 13% from the state government, and 3% from the federal
government9 – and how water customers and voters can expect to see their contributions
collected by their local water utility agency and the state government. I will also describe how
the project’s construction phases will be laid out, and what the project’s timeline entails. The
outcome that the campaign strives to achieve is to receive a majority of support from water
customers, voters, state and federal officials, local water agencies, environmental groups,
farmers, and labor unions interested in paying for a new SWP, as well as receiving the necessary
amount of funds that will be used to pay for the infrastructure’s upgrades.

8

DWR, “California State Water Project Overview,” California Department of Water Resources (DWR),
Last modified August 11, 2010, http://www.water.ca.gov/swp/.
9
PPIC Water Policy Center, “Paying for Water,” Public Policy Institute of California (PPIC), October
2016, http://www.ppic.org/content/pubs/report/R_1016EH2R.pdf.
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Introduction
In 1960, the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) established the State
Water Project (SWP) to “plan, design, construct, and oversee” a water infrastructure system of
705 miles of pipelines and aqueducts10 that would be linked throughout the state of California to
supply water to 25 million customers across agencies, residencies, and wholesale distributors, as
well as 750,000 acres of farmland. Each of these systems is linked through an interconnected
system of 29 urban and agricultural watersheds located in Northern California, the San Francisco
Bay Area, the San Joaquin Valley, the Central Coast, and Southern California.11 The
construction of such an immense water system was completed in 197112 (see Appendix A), and
was financed by state general obligation and revenue bonds, along with federal13 grants/loans.
Today, these pipes are still in the ground, and have endured major wear and tear, resulting in
three major problems – aging pipes, health hazards, and environmental threats (see Appendix B).
Evidence of each of these problems has been documented by primary sources and has been
studied by secondary sources, which range from a number of water agencies and departments to
legislators, public policy water specialists, and environmental groups.
Since 2014, when the state entered into a severe drought, California has been dependent
upon conserving its limited supply of water, holding local water agencies accountable for
regulating their systems to detect leakages or hazardous particles (i.e. iron, sand, bacteria,
viruses, pesticides, etc.) that could disrupt and infect the daily distribution of water to customers.
One primary source, the DWR, conducted surveys in 1980 that showed pipelines suffer from an
10

DWR Representative of the State Water Project, email, message, April 12, 2017.
DWR, “California State Water Project Overview,” Last modified August 11, 2010.
12
DWR, “About Us – Overview,” California Department of Water Resources (DWR), Last modified July
19, 2016, http://www.water.ca.gov/aboutus.cfm.
13
DWR, “Bulletin No. 132-63: The California State Water Project In 1963,” The Resources Agency of
California Department of Water Resources (DWR), 17-20, April 1963,
http://www.water.ca.gov/swpao/docs/bulletins/bulletin132/Bulletin132-63.pdf.
11

Mobilizing Public Support for Infrastructural Investment in California’s Aging Water System

8

average loss of 10%-30% or 700,000 acre-feet of water per year due to excessive leakage,14
which is the amount of water equivalent to about 228,096,010,000 gallons15 of water, enough to
supply an average of 50 gallons16 consumed by 12,498,410 households per year.
These statistics are representative of the Millbrae Public Works Department, which
publicly stated that it is forced to invest 40% of its funds in “operations, maintenance, and
emergency repairs” 17 for its failing water system. The department is investing these funds on top
of the increases in water rates charged by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
(SFPUC) (in which the department receives its water) that Millbrae has to pay annually, which
are investments and payments that many other utilities across California most likely must
account for as well. This is a total waste of time, money, and resources that could be used
elsewhere, and Milbrae DPW’s problems highlight a major red flag that there needs to be more
of an investment in California’s water system to address the systematic struggles that water
utilities are faced with, frequently, and that are unpredictable most of the time.
These statistics and facts have led to concerns that the state maintains an outdated water
system, which in turn will threaten California’s water supply if legislators do not take action.
Water experts, such as at the Public Policy Institute of California (PPIC), argue that California’s
current water policy focus is on “the search for sustainable solutions” 18 amid “significant
changes in the state’s population, economy, and climate.” 19 One reason the state should invest in

14

DWR, “Leak Detection,” California Department of Water Resources (DWR), Last modified March 24,
2015, http://www.water.ca.gov/wateruseefficiency/leak/.
15
Kyle’s Converter, “Convert Acre-Feet to Gallons (U.S. Fluid),” Accessed on March 16, 2017.
16
SFPUC, “Voluntary Water Conservation Efforts,” San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC),
Accessed on March 16, 2017, http://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=766.
17
Public, “Millbrae Residents Learn About Risks of 60 Year Water System,” Public, January 30, 2017,
http://www.publicnow.com/view/9CC49AE443AED66936959C0EF03AA66E807B1EC2.
18
PPIC, “Our Story,” Public Policy Institute of California (PPIC), Last modified in 2017,
http://www.ppic.org/main/about.asp.
19
PPIC Water Policy Center, “About the Center,” Public Policy Institute of California (PPIC), Last
modified in 2017, http://www.ppic.org/water/detail.asp?i=1685.
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sustainable practices is because “streamflow diversions” are diminishing fish populations. The
PPIC also argues that investing in sustainable practices will influence others to foster a healthier
environment that will lead to healthier ecosystems, which California would directly benefit from
by seeing “improvements in recreation, commercial fishing, and drinking and agricultural water
quality.” 20
There is also the important issue of delivering safe and reliable drinking water through
the aging system. The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) argues that
improperly treated or disinfected drinking water that travels through a poorly maintained water
infrastructure system poses a major public health risk.21 Such a risky scenario prompted the EPA
to issue a Lead and Copper Rule (LCR) regulation in 1991, which requires water agencies to
monitor their “source waters, distribution systems, and customer taps” 22 for lead and copper
concentrations, identify whether or not either of their sources are contaminated with these
minerals, and take action immediately if concentrations are detected.23 Even though agencies
have taken measures to be transparent with their customers and cautious about their supplies
becoming contaminated, agencies cannot be sure that lead is not contaminating their supply if
tests are not conducted regularly.
The agencies can test their own service distribution lines, however, their own tests do not
account for the pipes installed in each household or industry to which they provide service. Many
20

2009.

21

Dinar, Gray, Hanak, Howitt, Lund, Mount, Moyle, and Thompson, “California Water Myths,” December

Office of Water, “Understanding the Safe Drinking Water Act,” United States Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA), June 2004, https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-04/documents/epa816f04030.pdf.
22
LADWP, “L.A.’s 2015 Drinking Water Quality Report,” Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
(LADWP), December 31, 2015, https://www.ladwp.com/ladwp/faces/ladwp/aboutus/a-water/a-wwqreport;jsessionid=ShyTYGRL4vnxQyjL68N3t271n3lGDc3LgGvVGyQ8y121dhhYCYv3!1506993975?_adf.ctrlstate=153sso8hmu_4&_afrLoop=525902136391497&_afrWindowMode=0&_afrWindowId=null#%40%3F_afrWin
dowId%3Dnull%26_afrLoop%3D525902136391497%26_afrWindowMode%3D0%26_adf.ctrlstate%3D19o5lt0atq_4.
23
EPA, “Lead and Copper Rule,” United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Last modified
January 25, 2017, https://www.epa.gov/dwreginfo/lead-and-copper-rule.
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customers may be unaware of the fact that it is common for lead to contaminate their drinking
water if there is a corrosion of household plumbing containing lead materials.24 Continuing to
harbor a failing infrastructural system poses risks for the 30% of water used for irrigational
purposes “mostly in the San Joaquin Valley,” and the remaining 70% of water that supplies
California residents, municipalities, and industries.25 These risks, as legislators, water experts,
and environmentalists have proved, can result in “job loss, higher food and water prices, and a
significant decline in the aquatic species” across the state.26 One legislator, California State
Senator Connie M. Leyva, is concerned with the health hazards that arise from the piping system.
She sponsored SB 1398, arguing that California is responsible for supplying water with lead
pipes to residents and industrial customers, thus contaminating drinking water due to an exposure
of “toxic lead.” 27
During the DWR planning and construction phases of the SWP, authorization was given
to construct water pipes using lead materials. Due to the toxicity of consuming lead, California
banned the installation of lead pipes in 1986. Therefore, the purpose of Leyva’s proposed
legislation is to investigate the exact location of these pipes and the destination of the flow of
water since the DWR, for example, cannot provide much assistance on this matter because it
does not have a percentage of pipes or a system currently in place for tracking how many lead
pipes were installed in households by the SWP, and are still lead-based today.28 “The goal is to
reduce public health risks and to ensure that California’s drinking water remains free of lead or

24

Water Quality, “Information About Lead,” San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC),
February 16, 2016, http://currents.ad1.sfwater.org/news/Pages/Information-about-lead.aspx.
25
Water Education Foundation, “State Water Project,” Water Education Foundation, Last modified in
2016, http://www.watereducation.org/aquapedia/state-water-project.
26
California WaterFix, “Solution,” California WaterFix, Last modified in 2016,
https://www.californiawaterfix.com.
27
Leyva, “Leyva: Ensure Lead-Free Drinking Water in California,” April 20, 2016.
28
DWR Representative of the State Water Project, phone conversation, April 5, 2017.
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other contaminants.” 29 If Californians continue to be uninformed about the health risks that lead
piping in their households poses to their safety, then the state and water agencies supplying
services to these customers are not doing their job to maintain high quality and reliable water
services.
From an environmentalist’s point of view, the state is also neglecting its duty to protect
our aquatic life’s ecosystems by allowing for the deterioration of water pipes to infect bodies of
water, interrupt the natural flow of water currents, and inflict harm upon aquatic life’s day-to-day
activities. Governor Brown has suggested a “fix” in the water system rather than rebuilding the
infrastructure, which has gained a lot of media attention, but his plan neglects to address nearly
all of the system’s problems due to a major focus on developing two new tunnels for the Delta.30
Environmentalists are strongly opposed to the idea mainly because this will not fix the problem
of “reverse flows” of water, which trap endangered fish and pull them into the direction of
predators. This also will not fix the interruptions to aquatic species’ lifecycles, which have led to
a decline in fish populations.31 The last time that such a proposal was listed on the statewide
ballot was in 1982 when the majority of voters rejected the idea, “saying it could threaten
endangered species.” Moreover, opponents of the plan “include Northern California water
districts, farmers, and environmental groups.” 32
To avoid additional damage of the environment, natural water flows need to be
replenished by the installation of ecofriendly water pipes, and not tunnels. To address the three
major issues of aging pipes, health hazards, and environmental threats, the state needs a costly
and massive rebuilding of the SWP’s system. Such a project would require the state to raise

29

Leyva, “Leyva: Ensure Lead-Free Drinking Water in California,” April 20, 2016.
Associated Press, “Jerry Brown’s Controversial Tunnel Project Moves Forward,” December 22, 2016.
31
California WaterFix, “Solution,” Last modified in 2016.
32
Associated Press, “Jerry Brown’s Controversial Tunnel Project Moves Forward,” December 22, 2016.
30
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about $7,362,167,247.3933 (after accounting for the 41.6% rate of inflation since 2000 of the
original price for construction - $5.2 billion34) in funds to hire a minimum of 150 contractors,
who would make the necessary upgrades – and most importantly require support from California
water customers, voters, and legislators to see these actions through. I propose to answer the
question of, “How Do You Mobilize Public Support for Infrastructural Investment in
California’s Aging Water System?,” by launching an infrastructural change campaign –
Eliminate California’s Aging Water System – to place a general obligation bond on the statewide
ballot in 2020, to let the voters decide the future of California’s water system.
Due to a widespread consensus among legislators, water experts, and environmentalists
on the need for water infrastructural change, launching a campaign costing roughly
$22,471,893.9535 (after accounting for the 3% rate of inflation since 2014 of donations to the
Proposition 1, “Water Bond” campaign that I will be modeling and address later in my paper) is
the next necessary step towards achieving this goal by advocating on behalf of this cause,
educating the public on this matter, and engaging Californians to vote in favor of this ballot
measure.
Case Studies
The California High-Speed Rail (HSR) Campaign and New Jersey Road to Repair
Campaign are two case studies that I will analyze, and compare to the infrastructural change
campaign I am proposing. The HSR and Road to Repair campaigns are similar because they both
share a goal to improve upon their state’s infrastructure, and rely upon the public’s support for
investment in their projects. Convincing the public to help pay billions of dollars for an upgrade
33

US Inflation Calculator, “Inflation Calculator,” US Inflation Calculator, Accessed on April 29, 2017,
http://www.usinflationcalculator.com.
34
DWR, “California State Water Project Overview,” Last modified August 11, 2010.
35
US Inflation Calculator, “Inflation Calculator,” Accessed on April 29, 2017.
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in each of these states’ infrastructure was not an easy task, yet both campaigns have
demonstrated that this can be done (to a certain extent) because one was successful in passing a
bond measure on its statewide ballot, and the other was successful in replenishing and reusing a
transportation fund to finance the upgrades of its infrastructure project.
The HSR Campaign, however, was ultimately unsuccessful after it initiated Phase 1 (see
Appendix C) of construction because it underestimated how much the project would cost, and
failed to collect the remainder of funds necessary to build the entire railway, due to a lack of
voter support when this information was made public. The voters refused to pay more than they
had already approved of when voting for the ballot measure. On the other hand, the Road to
Repair Campaign is still in the works, yet it has shown a great deal of progress and a high
volume of voter support because the people of New Jersey strongly believe that their water and
sewer infrastructure systems need to be invested in just as the quality of their roads were recently
upgraded through the Transportation Trust Fund.36
The HSR is an expensive, statewide project organized by the California High-Speed Rail
Authority (CHSRA) that plans to design, build, and operate the first of its kind high-speed
railway that will connect major “metropolitan areas” with a bullet train capable of traveling 800+
miles at 200 miles an hour.37 The railway would be constructed as a sustainable system to
“reduce harmful carbon emissions” and boost California’s economy38 through the creation of
jobs to hire contractors, engineers, and construction workers, for example. The sources of

36

Road to Repair, “Welcome to the New Road to Repair,” Road to Repair, Last modified in 2017,
http://roadtorepair.com.
37
CHSRA, “Connecting and Transforming California 2016 Business Plan,” California High-Speed Rail
Authority (CHSRA), May 1, 2016, http://www.hsr.ca.gov/docs/about/business_plans/2016_BusinessPlan.pdf.
38
Spencer Dill, “Social Marketing and California High-Speed Rail: A Framework for Behavioral Change
Towards Sustainability,” University of San Francisco, Master of Public Affairs (MoPA), November 2013,
http://repository.usfca.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1004&context=capstone, 1.
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funding to finance this system are broken down into “$3.38 billion in federal grants, $9.95 billion
in Proposition 1A bond measure funds, and about $2.85 billion in state cap and trade funds.” 39
Proposition 1A, “Safe, Reliable High-Speed Passenger Bond Act,” was a measure on the
November 4, 2008 ballot that was approved by the voters, passing with a 52.7% margin, to
secure $9.95 billion in general obligation bonds to help pay for the HSR project.40 A general
obligation bond is a bond used by state and local governments who are obligated to pay back
these funds through a legal means of resources, such as through the form of loans, which can be
paid off in a number of ways (i.e. property taxes, grants, privately sourced funding, etc.). This
funding was a great stepping stone for jumpstarting this project, and the ballot measure could not
have been successful without messages to convince voters to want to spend their money. The
reason why voters may be more likely to approve of a bond measure versus a tax is because
project’s being paid for with bonds can have their funds raised through the creation of “streams
of income for things such as roads, parks, equipment, and bridges,” which helps to outsource the
collection of funds through multiple means rather than collecting from one source of taxes (i.e. a
tax solely based on voters’ income).41
Bond measures are a less threatening way of collecting people’s money because in many
cases, they are not based off of someone’s income level, but are instead a flat rate that voters
would have to pay. The campaign’s messages to convince the public that this is something they
should vote for were tailored to fit the day-to-day lives of Californians, their needs to travel long
distances in a short period of time, and their need to find jobs in an economy that can barely
manage to keep up with the growing population. One of the campaign’s strategies included
39

CHSRA, “Connecting and Transforming California 2016 Business Plan,” May 1, 2016.
Ballotpedia, “California Proposition 1A, High-Speed Rail Act (2008),” Ballotpedia, Accessed on April 5,
2017, https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_1A,_High-Speed_Rail_Act_(2008).
41
Investopedia, “General Obligation Bond – GO,” Investopedia, Accessed on May 2, 2017,
http://www.investopedia.com/terms/g/generalobligationbond.asp.
40
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framing a message for daily car users that the HSR could be an alternative to their preferred form
of daily transportation because California’s population will continue to grow, which means that
the number of cars on the road will continue to increase as well,42 adding onto commuter travel
time and traffic congestion. So, they argued that investing in California’s transportation system
now is crucial for car owners and for improving the environment.
A second strategy was to frame a message for contractors and construction companies
that struggling cities could improve their economy through the “estimated 20,000 jobs” 43 that
would be created as a result of the HSR project. A third strategy was to frame a message for local
businesses that would benefit from the HSR’s stations located within their vicinity,44 which
could boost sales and visibility of their establishments. Moving on to the campaign’s tactics,
these were limited in scope due to a lack of funds and resources to conduct outreach to
communities across the state. One tactic included organizing “town hall style meetings,” led by
engineers from the Central Valley, to be “transparent” with the residents living within these
communities in an effort to engage their oversight and support during the HSR project’s
process.45
A second tactic was to target larger cities with the largest number of commuters since
travelers in these areas would benefit the most from the HSR system. The campaign noted how
40% of flights from Los Angeles to San Francisco are delayed as a result of weather conditions.
A third tactic was to target families and appeal to them by offering “discounted trips,” which

42

Dill, “Social Marketing and California High-Speed Rail: A Framework for Behavioral Change Towards
Sustainability,” November 2013, 4.
43
Ibid.
44
Ibid, 5.
45
Ibid.
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would be cheaper than expensive airfare tickets.46 Despite the ballot victory, the campaign was
unsuccessful because it could not obtain all of the funding the project was projected to cost due
to an underestimation of how much it would cost, which has resulted in a number of challenges
that the campaign has faced in convincing the public to support it and pay for the newly
announced cost figure.
One challenge that ensued after Proposition 1A was approved was when construction
began in the Central Valley, studies showed that the project would cost more than the $33 billion
listed on the 2008 ballot measure.47 An analysis of the project conducted by the Federal Railroad
Administration and presented to the CHSRA detailed that the Central Valley track, for example,
“could be 50% over the $6.4 billion budget – and seven years behind schedule.” 48 Today, the
entire project is estimated to cost $64 billion (and not $33+ billion), which is a price that “does
not include the annual maintenance of the rail system” after construction has been completed.49
One reason for the rise in costs is due to the emergence of other developments in
California that have delayed the HSR construction, and have ultimately increased the costs of the
project as a result of these delays. The federal government is partly to blame because its “transit
authorities” stated they would “withhold $647 million from Caltrain” (a railway that runs
through San Francisco and San Jose), and without these funds, Caltrain “rail engines” are unable
to be converted from “diesel to electric.” This affects the HSR project because the CHSRA is
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“relying on Caltrain’s completion for high-speed track in the area.” Caltrain and CHSRA are
remaining optimistic that the funds from the government will eventually be provided because of
President Trump’s plans to upgrade infrastructure across the United States.50 However, aside
from the President’s infrastructural upgrade plans, he has become less concerned about
“environmental restrictions” and has not made “carbon credits” 51 (i.e. an “incentive” offered by
businesses to “slow down emission growth” 52) a priority, which in turn seizes the credit
“proceeds that go towards the HSR project.” 53
A second reason for the rise in costs is due to the “independent authority” that will be
building this system, which “has never built anything and depends on a large network of
consultants and contractors for advice.” The advice given by these experts thus far warns “that
early cost and schedule problems will be difficult to reverse, and early cost increases will likely
drive up the final cost of the project.” 54 Another challenge ensued after Republicans in Congress
began pushing to block additional funding to make up for this unexpected spike in costs,55 which
has led the construction of Phase 1 to remain unfinished. Still, the HSR campaign was successful
in getting a $9 billion ballot measure approved by the voters, but it is continues to face a hike in
finances, which are payment that have remained unmet.
The Road to Repair campaign of 2016 originally advocated for the state of New Jersey to
repair its roads and bridges to make transportation routes safer in communities. Since the
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campaign was successful in reauthorizing the Transportation Trust Fund of $200+ million to
finance these repairs, activists say it is time to also invest in its “ailing water infrastructure and
inadequate sewage and disposal systems,” which have “pipes, mains, and other water resources”
that are aging and leaking now, in 2017. Maintaining an “efficient and safe delivery of drinking
water” is of utmost importance to the people of New Jersey because if left “unaddressed,” the
system “poses a threat to public health and economic growth.” 56
Drastic weather conditions also pose a threat to the pipelines if the infrastructure is left
under the “D+” conditions rated by the American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE). The repair
of the systems is estimated to cost $8 billion to construct over a 10-year period, but it will be
beneficial for the state in its creation of jobs, stimulation of the economy, spending of consumer
dollars, and protection of natural resources.57 The strategies and tactics for investing in this
project are not yet outlined for the new Road to Repair campaign of 2017, however, I
hypothesize that staffers may strategize their approach in a similar way to the previous
transportation repair campaign in 2016 by publicizing the major issues around the current D+
rated water and sewage infrastructure systems,58 along with the major concerns about lead59
contamination of New Jersey’s clean water supply, and the studies showing a loss of 130 million
gallons of water a day across all of New Jersey’s water utility agencies.60
Another strategy may also be to organize the recruitment of activists and volunteers that
will spread the word to voters, businesses, and politicians about Road to Repair, and the ways in
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which they can contribute to the campaign (i.e. volunteering their time, donating, or pledging to
vote yes on the state ballot measure). Their tactics may be approached in similar ways too,
“through legislative efforts” and circulating a public ballot questionnaire.61 Another tactic may
be to advocate on behalf of the proposal issued in January to the New Jersey Board of Public
Utilities to convince the board to renew the “distribution-system improvement” program adopted
in 2011 that allowed utility agencies to invest up to 5% of their revenues without having to go
through the process of “regulatory review.” 62
The purpose of this program is meant to encourage agencies to make needed
improvements to their systems as soon as possible, rather than having to go through the proper
regulatory channels that are timely, costly, and not guaranteed for approval.63 After examining
the logistics for each of these campaigns, I have identified similarities to the campaign that I am
proposing because they: 1. Are expensive, 2. Require voter support, 3. Require federal financial
support, 4. Require hiring multiple contractors, 5. Need to be broken down into phases to
complete portions of construction at a time, 6. Will create jobs, and 7. Set a goal to meet the
needs of the 21st century in the areas of transportation and water.
Infrastructural Change Campaign
A great example of why a renewed system is essential for the state to invest in now is the
Lake Oroville Dam failure as a result of heavy rain, and the unexpected overflow of the dam’s
emergency spillway, which caught utility specialists by surprise. This unfortunate event
prompted Governor Brown to issue a state of emergency because the water from the dam poured
out of the spillway so rapidly that about 200,000 residents were forced to evacuate their homes
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for fears that the spillway would flood residencies and businesses within miles of the dam.64 The
spillway endured more water than specialists had originally anticipated it would be able to
handle, and because of this, the water severely damaged the channel and corroded the hillsides
beneath it (see Appendix D).
The message that this situation sent to Californians is that the state’s water infrastructure
is not equipped to withstand severe weather conditions. This state of emergency also relates to
evidence gathered before the disaster of Hurricane Katrina in New Orleans. Before the hurricane
hit, water experts had warned that in the event of a hurricane, the state’s dam system would
ultimately fail because hurricanes have the ability to “overtop” or sweep large amounts of water
from the top of a dam, which then gets released into the areas outside of the dam’s wall. Since
the state could not risk another dam failure, it decided after the hurricane hit to create newly
designed and reconstructed levees, which are estimated to cost between $10-$20 million.65
The aftermath of the hurricane sent the message that this information should have been
taken seriously and addressed because there was no way to predict how badly the hurricane was
going to severely damage infrastructural systems. Therefore, Eliminate California’s Aging Water
System needs to expose the truth about California’s pipelines – they’re failing, badly. The goal
of this campaign is to educate Californians of the major issues its water infrastructure system
faces in 2017, the benefits that would be gained from a new and improved system, and the jobs
that will be created. Another goal is to recruit supporters to our grassroots effort to make
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California a modernized and sustainable state with a functioning water system, cleaner water
supply, and healthier environment.
What the campaign strives to accomplish is the creation of a large network of volunteers,
supporters, endorsers, and donators who are willing to advocate on behalf of why California
needs a general obligation bond and an increase in the sales tax on the next statewide ballot in
2020. The campaign also strives to build relationships with legislators, water experts,
environmental groups, and labor unions already actively involved in this movement because
together, we can see this initiative through. Arguments made by the campaign’s supporters will
be:
•

•

•

•

“In today’s day and age, California’s infrastructure is in a very critical state. Its water
infrastructure, in particular, should be the main focus of attention, specifically with the
State Water Project. The SWP’s pipes are old, cracked, vulnerable, and pose a risk to the
public’s health and safety, which is why a new and improved SWP is the best solution to
solving these alarming issues.”
“California is well known for its investment in the economy, through its innovative and
environmentally friendly developments across the state. However, these improvements
are costly. In order for the state to grow, we all have to pitch in because in some way,
shape, or form, you will come across and eventually be utilizing these brilliant
developments, and take advantage of the great benefits that they will provide – whether if
it’s through driving on newly upgraded transportation routes, riding on modernized forms
of transportation, or through green technology of power and wastewater treatment
systems, etc.”
“The SWP’s pipes were built in the 1960’s with unsustainable material, which makes
them impossible to thrive within Mother Nature. The extinction of our fish populations in
the Bay-Delta, and the diversion of water cycle’s within piping range are just a few of the
ways in which these pipes have damaged our precious ecosystems.”
“The Golden State takes pride in its agricultural products and livestock. If consumers
want to continue to receive fresh produce, meat, and dairy, then the state needs to invest
in a reliable system that will not continue to waste yet another precious resource
cherished by Californians – water – but can continue to uphold its 100% guarantee of
selling freshly grown crops to consumers.”
Building these relationships will not be an easy task due to the existing tensions between

political parties, the state of California and the United States federal government, as well as
farmers and environmentalists.
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For example, the current majority of Republicans in Congress will make it difficult for
Californian Democrats to obtain federal grants/loans from various agencies to fund a new and
improved SWP. However, President Trump has publicly stated that he plans to upgrade
America’s infrastructure,66 which will give California politician’s leeway as well as an incentive
to qualify for federal funding. To overcome these potential obstacles, the campaign will develop
a strong lobbying plan to help Californian politicians in convincing the Trump administration
that residents are gravely in need of an upgraded water system. Moreover, farmers and
environmentalists have always been at odds with each other over their concerns about
conservation and consumption of California’s water. Farmers accuse environmentalists for being
more concerned with leaving the water in rivers and streams alone because its a necessity for
aquatic species, and should not be used for other purposes (i.e. supplying California’s water
customers or irrigating farmers’ agricultural land).67
On the other side of the argument, environmentalists believe farmers over consume water
at an unnecessary rate, and should be restricted from pumping groundwater as well.68 To relieve
tensions between the two over the specific project I am proposing, the campaign will develop a
strong strategy to convince both groups how they will benefit from a new and improved SWP,
and how, as a result, they will no longer have to worry about losing large amounts of water in the
future. After building these relationships, these key actors will be beneficial stakeholders of the
campaign because they have been in the public eye for some time now, and have developed
strong relationships with lawmakers, politicians, and other environmental groups, as well as
66
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represent a large network of California voters/constituents who want a reliable water system, and
want to save the environment too.
Everyone that falls into the groups I have listed above, in which I hope to build
relationships with, is not guaranteed to support the proposal that I have put forth. Instead, to
name a few opponents, these may include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

California Sportfishing Protection Alliance
Coastal Environment Rights Foundation
San Joaquin Delta Farms, Inc.
Ferguson Farms, Inc.
Conrad Silva Farms
Food and Water Watch
California Water Impact Network
Save the American River Association
Sonoma County Conservation Action
South Delta Water Agency
Southern California Watershed Alliance

Each of these opponents were previous opponents of Association of California Water Agencies’
(ACWA) Proposition 1, “Water Bond” campaign in 2014,69 and their potential arguments
include:
•

•

•

“Undermines the public trust doctrine,” which states that “water in rivers and streams,
like the air people breathe, belongs to the people of California as part of the public trust”
– Statement issued by the California Sportfishing Protection Alliance during ACWA’s
2014 Water Bond campaign70
“Undermines the principle of beneficiary pays” because looking back at the State Water
Project’s bond measure approval in 1960, “beneficiaries of water projects, not taxpayers”
had to pay for this new project. The idea of a state bond “turns the beneficiary pays
principle on its head by requiring taxpayers to pay for projects benefiting special
interests…” – Statement issued by the California Sportfishing Protection Alliance during
ACWA’s 2014 Water Bond campaign71
“The new and improved SWP will not “support long-term water self-sufficiency” and is a
“bad investment for San Diegans and all Californians alike.” Instead, “this is a waste of
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•

taxpayer funds.”” – Statement issued by Marco Gonzalez, Executive Director of the
Coastal Environment Rights Foundation during ACWA’s 2014 Water Bond campaign72
“This proposed SWP project will be a remake of the disastrous California High-Speed
Rail (HSR) project because it will trick voters into approving an estimated cost of funds
supplied through state bond measures, and will later turn into the second most expensive
“public works project in the United States” (just behind that of the most expensive project
today – the HSR73) forcing voters to pay more out of their pockets to fund its
skyrocketing costs.”
Therefore, it will be up to campaign staff and supporters to dismiss these false claims by

refuting these arguments with honest facts. Such refutations include disagreeing with the
statement about the public trust doctrine. Water and streams do not belong to the people, but
belong to Mother Nature and the ecosystems that inhabit them. If water agencies chose to supply
customers with water mainly from rivers and streams, then this would severely alter and harm
the habitats and animals that live around and rely upon this resource for survival as well as
contribute to the preexisting issue of extinction of fish populations.
Second, to address the beneficiaries’ claim, the bond measure will draw from multiple
sources of funding, but will explicitly state that the sales tax and water customers’ rates will be
raised. There are no back channel ways for this measure to surprise the voters, so to say, with an
unexpected hike in their property taxes to cover the costs of planning and construction. Third, to
address the claim that this is not a good investment of taxpayers’ dollars, that is also untrue
because the sole purpose of this project is to ensure that California’s water system will be able to
last another 100 years, and guarantees that it will be constructed with modernized and
sustainable technology versus the outdated, leaking, unsafe, and non-environmentally friendly
system that is currently in place.
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Maintaining the system that the state has now is doing more harm than good, so why
continue to take the risk with such a valuable resource millions of people depend upon everyday?
Lastly, to address the concern that the new SWP will turn out like the HSR project, the new SWP
will not underestimate the cost for planning, design, and construction of the system. The
campaign will receive input from multiple water experts, politicians, and the like who know the
SWP better than anyone else, and who have fact checked how much the upgraded infrastructure
would cost Californians and the federal government. So, as I stated before, the people will not
need to worry that the project will take a turn for the worst, and require a raise in property taxes,
for example. I also want to emphasize to all opponents that California does not need to
experience a major water crisis, such as in that of Flint, Michigan, or does not need a major dam
or levee failure, such as in that of New Orleans, Louisiana, nor does it need a widespread failure
of the water system, such as with that of Hurricane Sandy. Haven’t we learned from these
disasters that it is more responsible to spend our money on the front end than on the back end?
Thus, conducting as much outreach as humanly possible with the inclusion of these
honest facts along with other factual information is a major key for convincing the people, and to
be able to move this measure forward. In order for the initiative to qualify for the statewide
ballot, the first step in the process is to fulfill the requirement of the California Secretary of State
to collect twenty-five or more signatures from electors who support the proposed initiative, along
with a presentation given to the Legislative Counsel who must approve of the measure before it
can be qualified for the ballot. Next, a written request for an official title and summary of the
drafted initiative must be submitted, along with the payment of a $2,000 fee to the attorney
general. The attorney general will then place the drafted information onto its website for thirty
days for the public to review and comment on. After the thirty-day period, the attorney general
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will choose the title and amend the summary (if needed), and submit cost estimates for the local
and state governments to the Department of Finance and Legislative Analyst.74
These bodies will have fifty days to report back to the Attorney General on “a reasonable
estimate that the net impact” will have on “local and state finances.” Once reported, the Attorney
General will distribute the official measure to the California State Legislature and back to the
draftees. Then, the draftees can circulate the official initiative as a petition to gather signatures
from registered voters for a period of one hundred and eighty days. After the one hundred and
eighty-day period, the petition must be submitted to “the appropriate county elections official(s)”
who will verify each signature relative to their county, and then submit certificates to the
California Secretary of State confirming that the petition has received the adequate number of
signatures. The Secretary of State will then “issue a certificate of qualification one hundred and
thirty one days before the statewide general election certifying that the measure qualifies for and
will be listed onto the ballot.” 75
To get this measure onto the ballot, I plan to model the Association of California Water
Agencies’ (ACWA) Proposition 1, “Water Bond” campaign by partnering with this water agency
to raise money for the collection of hundreds of thousands of registered voters’ signatures
because signature gathering comes at a hefty price (approximately in the millions of dollars
range). The reason that ACWA is equipped to help fundraise money for this infrastructural
campaign and to potentially help pay for a portion of the campaign’s finances, that will roughly
cost $22,471,893.95,76 is because the agency placed a $7.545 billion general obligation bond on
to the ballot in 2014, which would invest funds in a “comprehensive water plan for California” to
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pay for “water projects and programs” ranging from “water conservation to recycling to
groundwater cleanup to water storage,” and which was passed by voters.77
Other donors to Proposition 1 included: 1. The California Business Political Action
Committee who raised $1,169,500, 2. Donors to the Conservation Action Fund – Yes on
Proposition 1 and 2 – who raised $1,042,526, 3. Laborers Pacific Southwest Regional
Organizing Coalition Issues PAC who raised $842,896, 4. Southern California District Council
of Laborers Issues who raised $203,662, along many others,78 and will each be potential donors
to the campaign that I am proposing as well since the measure was successfully passed by voters,
and sent the message of Californians willingness to address the state’s water needs.79 On the day
of the general election, the ballot measure must be approved by a two-thirds majority of voters80
in order for a general obligation bond to be implemented. It is important to identify how the
sources of funding will be divided among the local, state and federal levels of government. The
estimated costs will be made up of “84% from higher local water utility rates for customers, 13%
from state government bonds and a state sales tax, and 3% from federal government
grants/loans.” 81
Under the new White House administration, obtaining federal funding may not be too
difficult since Trump expressed plans during his campaign to create jobs and “outlined a
blueprint” proposal to improve infrastructure (i.e. from roads to airports to pipelines) nationwide.
The goal of these plans is to boost the United States economy and “pave the way for a surge in
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public-private partnerships to improve America’s crumbling infrastructure.” 82 California
legislators will definitely have to work hard and closely with the new administration, as the state
is not under the best terms with President Trump, but it is not impossible for both parties to come
to some type of agreement because what is important is that politicians look out for what is best
for Americans residing in California – and that is to protect their health and safety.
Messaging
After researching and collecting the facts about the issues around California’s aging
infrastructure, and analyzing various case studies, the campaign will officially open up its
headquarters where staffers will be hired to collaborate on the campaign’s plan. The first step in
the plan is to develop a convincing argument for customers receiving water utility services,
voters, and farmers that a general obligation bond and a sales tax increase is necessary to address
the three key problems – aging pipes, health hazards, and environmental threats. These groups
play a significant role in making or breaking this campaign through their expression of public
opinion and voter approval of the ballot, so each message will be crafted to appeal to those in
region-specific areas across the state. My central argument for all of these messages will be
framed around the hypothetical question of: What would you do in the event of a widespread
failure of California’s water system that left you, along with the 25 million other customers and
750,000 acres of farmland,83 without water for over a week? (see Appendix E).
The narrative to convince customers and voters will describe the unpredicted
emergencies that can affect the regions in which these individuals reside:
Northern Region
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For Californians living in the northern regions of the state, it is important to address the
risks to the piping system in the event of a power outage, earthquake, or major disaster
that could result in:
1. An emergency shut down of water deliveries for more than 24 hours
2. Severe damage to dams and flooding of emergency spill ways
3. Catastrophic flooding of residences as a result of dam or levee failure
The messages for these Californians would be: (see Appendix F)
• Does your emergency preparedness bag include 50 gallons of water per day?
• Do you want another Oroville disaster?
• Infrastructural change will change your life
• You’ll save a penny for every leak you prevent now
• The future of California’s water system depends on you
• Vote yes on the general obligation bond
• Our ecosystems need your help
Southern Region
For Californians living in the southern regions of the state, it is important to address the
risks to the piping system in the event of wildfires and coastal floods that could result in:
1. Power failure of pumps pushing water to travel from northern California to
southern California
2. Spread of wildfires, loss of homes and businesses, injuries, and deaths
3. A contamination of the water supply
The messages for these Californians would be (see Appendix G):
• Where else are you going to get your water?
• No power = No water
• You’ll put out a fire for every pipe you fix now
• Live lead free
• What happened in Flint, Michigan could happen to you too
• Your health and safety could be at risk
• Sustainability is key to ecosystem tranquility
The narrative to convince farmers will be a message to remind them that the “San
Joaquin Valley farmers were amongst the strongest supporters” of the Proposition 1, “California
Water Resources Development Bond Act,” campaign for the SWP. As a result, the farmers were
successful in advocating for laws that the SWP would not impose limits upon “irrigation
acreage” or encourage drilling for water that could cause severe sinking of land, and the project
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provided “new resources for irrigated farmlands.” 84 It is also important to address the percentage
of the water supply that is delivered to farms. If our water system fails, 40% of the state’s water
supply that is supplied to the 81,500 farms85 will be affected. What will this mean for the
thousands of crops growing fresh fruits, vegetables, nuts, wheat, and other agriculture or for the
drinking water that hydrates the livestock, which are all products that eventually stock the
shelves of the produce, bread, dairy, and meat aisles of grocery stores?
The messages for farmers would be (see Appendix H):
• Our agriculture depends on you
• What is your Plan B?
• Vote yes like the rest
• Millions of Californians are counting on you
Suggested messengers that will be used to reach customers, voters, and farmers faster
include launching a campaign website and blog, creating an email distribution list, and creating
social media accounts on Facebook, Instagram, and Twitter. Other messengers include posting
press releases to the website, holding press conferences, organizing tabling events, and printing
informational leave behind materials. The purpose of these resources is to have a greater
presence across a variety of technological and communal platforms, which promote the
campaign, create awareness about the SWP’s three major problems, and recruit volunteers who
can help circulate the ballot initiative’s petition and collect signatures from voters in their
community. I argue that these plans will set this campaign up for success because of its devotion
to building a large network of volunteers and community supporters whose priority will be to
educate the uninformed, and to advocate on behalf of a general obligation bond ballot initiative
and increase in the state sales tax.
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Strategies
The second step in the plan is to organize strategies that will build up the public’s
momentum to generate a consensus that aging and leaking pipes are causing harm to our
environment so that the campaign can then communicate its needs to gain support from water
customers, voters, and farmers. Thus, developing the mindset of a grassroots organization would
be one effective approach towards structuring strategies for this campaign because grassroots
organizations tend to be temporary associations with large networks of volunteers, and tight knit
communities in specific localities. Grassroots organizations are also focused on serving the
public and working towards advocating for justice and bringing about change within
communities. First, to convince federal legislators in both houses of the United States Congress
that 3% of federal grants/loans will be needed to fund this project, a strategy will be to encourage
legislators to collaborate with the United States Department of the Interior (DOI) to put a rush on
the research and projects the Department previously worked towards completing under the
Obama administration, which was to fix California’s “aging water infrastructure” and to restore
the “Bay-Delta’s ecosystem.” 86
The DOI has described these fixtures and restoration efforts as a “massive and complex
effort” that it has been working on over the last eight years through a number of “conservation
actions and habitat improvement projects,” However, as of January 2017, more work still needs
to be done because California’s water infrastructure systems along with its ecosystems are still at
risk as long as the infrastructure continues to age, which leaves ecosystems vulnerable to
contamination and extinction of species. It will be up to the new White House administration to
pick up where the department’s research and projects left off to help protect the state’s water
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supply and to help save these bionetworks.87 Challenges will arise under the Trump
administration since it has completely redefined what qualifies as a priority for federal
government spending, and has reorganized the way in which the federal budget will be dispersed
across the country. So, compelling evidence of California’s aging water infrastructure and
inability to finance a new system on its own, strong connections, and unprecedented lobbying
efforts will be key to qualifying for the DOI’s project funding.
Second, to convince state legislators in the California State Senate and California State
Assembly that 13% of state government general obligation bonds with an estimated total of
$1,400,208,445.9588 (after accounting for the 723.7% rate of inflation since 1960 of the original
price of GOB’s - $170 million89), and a 0.25% increase in the state sales tax will need to be
contributed to finance a portion of the project, a strategy will be to encourage legislators to revise
Proposition 1, enacted in 2014, to include water agencies and wholesale water customers
receiving water from the SWP under its entitlement.90 The reason for this change is that the
proposition states, “urban agencies are eligible for more than $2.3 billion in state bond funds for
regional water supply and water quality projects.” 91 The proposition’s fund is similar to that of
the Road to Repair campaign because advocates were successful in diverting a portion of the
Transportation Trust Fund that was already in existence to pay the way for upgraded
transportation infrastructure.
If state policymakers can also legally divert a portion of Proposition 1’s funds to finance
a new SWP, then the state will not have to use revenues from other state financial resources or
87
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cut spending on other state improvement projects. Overall, this proposition serves the purpose of
funding projects exactly like what I have proposed, so it seems feasible to spend money where it
is needed – on a new State Water Project. However, trying to obtain these funds will come with
its fair share of challenges, such as: 1. Key leaders committing their time, resources, and support
towards other campaigns advocating on behalf of water infrastructure system upgrades, 2. A
long, extensive, expensive, and delayed environmental review of the SWP’s current
infrastructural conditions, 3. Rejecting the request for Proposition 1 funds, and 4. Unavailability
of Proposition 1 funds because its reserves have dried up and will not be replenished due to other
financial priorities within California’s budget. To get around these challenges, the campaign’s
strategy will be to research the current amount of money sitting in this fund as well as the
amount that has been paid by the fund for various projects that meet its qualifications. This
strategy will help to better understand how often the fund is used, and how best the campaign can
use the proposition’s resources without drying out the fund completely.
Third, to convince Californians that 84% of water customers’ and voters dollars are
required to fulfill the remaining portion of funds needed to begin the planning process for a new
and improved SWP, I plan to strategize ways to publicize the gruesome facts about our current
water system. I do not want to sugarcoat that everything will be okay if the campaign does not
achieve the goals it set out to accomplish, but I instead want to tell voters what they don’t want
to hear – which is the truth. My strategies will rely on volunteers (who I imagine will be made up
of the various groups that I have identified and who would be the primary source of voluntary
labor) for the campaign to canvass door-to-door, handing out informational pamphlets that detail
the facts, campaign plan, and next steps of what voters can do to help because an uneducated
voter by the time of the general election is an outcome the campaign would like to avoid.
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Challenges that may arise from these strategies include: 1. Producing unconvincing
arguments, 2. Failing to conduct outreach in a timely manner to a widespread number of water
customers and voters, and 3. Failing to receive overwhelming interest and support from those the
campaign has reached out to. To combat these challenges, I will be sure to strategize arguments
relative to cities and counties, and relevant to the lives of those who live within them. The
pamphlets will also provide a better visualization of SWP concerns, and will be sure to address
as many answers as possible that water customers and voters will want to know about the
campaign and the proposed ballot measure. I will strategize a strong, communicative, and wellorganized network of volunteers too, who will share the responsibility of being accountable for
their actions as well as those within their team, and required to canvass the entirety of their lists
of residents.
Lastly, to convince the farmers that their vote counts a great deal, a strategy would be to
paint a picture of what it would be like if they suddenly lost all of their crops as a result of a
flashflood or a severance of their irrigation systems because of an emergency water shutdown. I
want to have a discussion with farmers to see if they’re actually prepared for the unexpected, and
if they have a backup plan when all else fails and they’re unable to pick, pack, and deliver fresh
produce to their vendors. Having this discussion and presenting farmers with the campaign’s idea
for their Plan B (i.e. how they will operate when unexpected emergencies arise) will be pertinent
to guaranteeing their support to vote yes on the ballot initiative. However, these discussions
cannot be had without addressing the challenges farmers will face from environmentalists who
believe that upgrading the water system to reflect the needs of farmers to consume large amounts
of water for irrigational purposes may mean that harm will be done to the environment during
this process.
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In 2015, when the drought was at its worst, the farming industry considered an option of
“building dams” that has proven to be a solution for keeping the state’s “agricultural land in
production.” Environmentalists believed that construction and later consumption of the water
from these dams would not be an efficient use of time, money, nor resources. Instead, farmers
should turn to other “modern methods of water management” by learning how to consume less
water and working to adapt to the “limits imposed by an arid environment.” Another challenge
farmers face from environmentalists arises over the problems with the excessive pumping of
groundwater from the Central Valley and at times from the Bay-Delta, which resulted in “water
tables dropping, thousands of shallow wells running dry,” and contributed to ecosystem
extinction of species in the Bay-Delta.92
Farmers, on the other hand, will challenge environmentalists by arguing that their sole
priority is only “to waste water on fish at the expense of the people.” 93 Farmers will also argue
that environmentalists have a vendetta against them, to impose as many laws and regulations as
possible on their practices in an effort to reduce their volumes of irrigation, groundwater
pumping, conventional and organic usage of pesticides on crops, and the like. So, to resolve
these conflicts, farmers and environmentalists will have to find a common ground to be able to
work together in this instance. Establishing trust and transparency are two key factors that will
allow for these groups to set aside their differences because they each have a common interest in
this case as well as more to gain rather than more to lose as a result of a new SWP. For example,
it will be important to point out how both farmers and environmentalists will benefit from this
project because of the amounts of water they can look forward to saving as well as improving the
water cycle and strengthening streamflows for aquatic species.
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Also, pointing out how this project will address the scarcity issue of water in California
may result in farmers consuming less amounts of water since the project will fix the current
system’s conditions that result in large losses of water. Environmentalists will then be able to
refrain from accusing farmers of over consuming water, and help relieve tensions between the
two. So, a strategy when discussing the campaign’s initiatives will be to represent each group in
a positive light, and to provide a list of ways in which they will each contribute their resources
and/or finances to this project without hindering each other’s agricultural and environmental
work. All of these examples come at no surprise that California’s water usage needs to be better
managed, but more importantly that the systems in which water flows through need be updated
to respond to the high demands of the people who depend upon them, and to replenish the
environment in which it has deteriorated over the years.
Tactics
The third step in the plan is to develop tactics to collect endorsements and donations for the
campaign from legislators, water experts, environmentalists, and labor unions. These key actors
would include the following individuals, agencies, groups, and foundations:
Federal Endorsements
1. United States Senator Kamala Harris (D-CA) – Believes in “providing a more reliable
water supply for California, and protecting, restoring, and enhancing the Delta
ecosystem” 94
2. United States Senator Dianne Feinstein (D-CA) – Supporter of SB 612, “Water
Infrastructure Improvements for the Nation Act,” which funds a variety of programs
focusing on the country’s water and wastewater infrastructure95
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3. United States Congressman Jeff Denham (R-CA-10) – Sponsor of HR 434, “New
WATER Act,” which authorizes the Department of the Interior to finance loans or loan
guarantees to entities in need of projects in need of “accelerated repair and replacement
of aging water distribution facilities” 96
State Endorsements
1. California Governor, Jerry Brown – Proposed the California WaterFix Plan
2. California State Assembly Member, Adam Gray (D-21) – Sponsor of AB 313 that will
“overhaul and restructure the current administration and enforcement of water rights and
the State Water Project” 97
3. California State Senator, Lois Wolk (D-3) – Sponsored SB 555, “Urban Retail Water
Suppliers: Water Loss Management,” which “requires California’s urban water
departments and private water companies to audit their systems and report their annual
water loss to the state.” This is information would then be posted to the DWR’s website
to “compare which systems are losing the most water to aging, dilapidated pipes, and
which are the most efficient” 98
Water Experts Endorsements
1. California Department of Water Resources (DWR) – State water department aware of
piping system’s age and malfunctions that is in need of financial resources to repair these
issues
2. Association of California Water Agencies (ACWA) – Agency committed to
“improving water conveyance infrastructure in the Delta,” 99 and champion in proposing
and passing the Proposition 1, “Water Bond” ballot measure in 2014100
3. S.D. Bechtel, Jr. Foundation Stephen Bechtel Fund – Foundation funding PPIC
research that is invested in transitioning California into a sustainable way of life101
Environmentalist Endorsements
1. Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC), California Advocacy – Released an
Infrastructure Investment Package “to meet California’s pressing environmental and
human needs” 102
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2. California Trout – Supporter of the California Infrastructure Investment Package, and
believer in investing in “California’s aging water infrastructure, including removing
antiquated dams and improving drinking water supplies” 103
3. The Nature Conservancy (TNC) – Non-profit organization concerned about how the
SWP’s pumps have altered the natural water flow through the Delta104
Labor Union Endorsements
1. California Alliance for Jobs – Supporter of the California WaterFix Plan
2. California State Council of Laborers - Supporter of the California WaterFix Plan
3. San Francisco Labor Council - Supporter of the California WaterFix Plan105
First, to collect the federal and state endorsements, I will lobby members of Congress and the
California State Legislature by presenting facts about: 1. The problems aging pipes and levees
have caused for their constituents in residential, commercial, recreational, and farmland areas, 2.
The risks involved if the pipes are not replaced, and 3. How to resolve the piping and levee
issues within each of their constituencies. I will also mobilize their constituencies to advocate on
behalf of the ballot initiative by contacting their representatives through letters, sending emails,
making phone calls, posting on members’ social media accounts, and setting up in-person
meetings in an effort to make a lot of noise and add this ballot initiative to the top of their policy
agendas. The goal of these tactics is to inform each of these members of the problems, guarantee
their support for this ballot initiative, urge each of them to encourage support from their fellow
representatives, senators, and assembly members, and work with them to secure federal
government grants/loans and state government bonds as well as an increased sales tax for this
project.
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Second, to collect endorsements from water experts, I will attend water conferences held
across the state where water utility leaders and representatives of water agencies from the private
and public sectors gather to express difficulties their utilities may be facing to maintain their
systems, discuss whether or not water is a top priority of the new presidential administration,
discuss ways to tackle the water issues of the 21st century, and so on. This space is the best
opportunity to promote the campaign as well as to receive feedback and suggestions from the
best water minds around the country. The goal of this tactic is to grab the attention of as many
water experts as possible, and to recruit the experts whose day-to-day job revolves around water
research. These professionals will be the most valuable key actor in moving this campaign
forward because the reliable facts that they will be able to provide will have the potential to help
sway voters into approving this desperately needed project.
I will also conduct outreach to water agencies and wholesale customers who pay to receive
water from local agencies (since they cannot rely upon other sources for water) because these are
the agencies responsible for distributing clean water to customers. The goal is to convince them
to help pay for a portion of the expenses because all of these agencies have a lot to lose if they do
not invest in the upgrade of their systems now, such as their inability to rely upon another source
for water,106 the unpredictability of earthquakes and natural disasters, and budget cuts from the
state and federal governments. The longer they wait, the worse their situations could get. The
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) is one example of a success story because
the agency was able to convince its customers along with twenty-six wholesale customers to help
pay for its Water System Improvement Program (WISP), which is a $4.8 billion system upgrade
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that will ensure the delivery of “reliable, affordable, high quality drinking water in an
environmentally sustainable manner to 2.6 million people.” 107
How was the SFPUC able to convince its customers to approve of a bond measure in 2002,
which would require raising its water rates?108 The agency presented the facts, for example, of
what had happened after the major earthquake of 1906 (i.e. citywide and countywide system
failure and damage), what would be at risk if an earthquake of this size hit again (i.e. no
distribution of water, immense loss of water, contamination of the water supply), and how
customers could suffer if the system is not upgraded (i.e. paying higher water rates to repair an
unreliable system, public health and safety risks). The agency thought of the long-term benefits
that an upgraded system would provide for its organization and its customers, and did not want
to continue to remain vulnerable to unforeseeable damage and expenses that could be accrued
over time. This is why water utility agencies will be the most valuable financial asset to funding
this campaign because if this ballot measure passes, then they will be affected the most by water
shut offs, hiring contractors, supervising construction sites, responding to angry water customers
as a result of these infrastructural upgrades causing traffic congestion because they’re
responsible for managing and maintaining the water pipes that run through their regions, as well
as delivering safe and reliable water to their customers.
Investing in this fund will be beneficial for these agencies because their contributions will
allow them to stop dedicating their time and limited resources to repairing old and defective
pipes in the event of a water main failure, breach of the pipes, or damage of a dam incurred by an
overflow of water into an emergency spillway, for example, which occur often or that can inflict
lasting effects upon the infrastructure. These procedures can also exceed the price tag of what it
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would cost to rebuild their system as a whole. In short, my tactic here will be to reach out to the
local water agencies receiving water from the SWP, and explain how it would be in their best
interest to invest in the campaign to avoid spending more money on repairs, and remaining
vulnerable to unforeseen problems in their infrastructure system. Water groups, on the other
hand, will be another financial asset to funding the campaign because they have the financial
resources and/or connections to hire consulting firms that can poll customers and voters by
collecting data on how likely this campaign will be a success at the ballot, or in which areas the
campaign needs to be improved.
To determine voter views and preferences about what the campaign strives to achieve, I want
to model ACWA’s Proposition 1, “Water Bond” campaign by also hiring the PPIC to collect
polling data. In 2014, the PPIC was successful in collecting data about voter opinions towards
approving a water bond that would help conserve California’s water supply. Polls varied by
topic, such as asking questions about how engaged people were in monitoring California drought
news, how informed people were about local and state government actions towards responding to
the drought, how important people believe water is relative to other aspects of the state (i.e.
economy, infrastructure, health, education, etc.),109 and what they thought about their local water
district placing a bond measure onto the ballot for their own water infrastructure projects.110
The surveys were conducted twice over the phone (to landlines and cellphones) during a
period of eight days for the first survey, which reached a total of 1,702 California residents. The
data collected during the first survey, two months before the state’s general election, showed that
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58% of voters were likely to support Proposition 1, whereas 29% were not likely to vote for the
measure, and 14% remained undecided. Those most likely to vote for the proposition were
highest in San Francisco at 64%, the Inland Empire at 62%, the Central Valley at 55%, Los
Angeles at 55%, and Orange County and San Diego County at 51%. The second question had
asked what concerns voters had about water relative to the supplies in their area, and data
showed 72% of voters believed that supply was an issue. The third question asked for opinions
about local water districts placing their own water bond measures onto the ballot, and data
showed that 67% of voters were likely to vote for this. The last question asked voters what they
considered as a top priority for the state, and data showed that 29% of voters believed water was
of utmost importance second to that of jobs and the economy.111
During the second telephone poll conducted over a period of eight days, and 1 month before
the state’s general election, data showed that 56% of voters were likely to support Proposition 1,
whereas 32% were not likely to vote for the measure, and 12% remained undecided. A second
question asked voters how informed they were about the status of the drought, and data showed
that 62% were staying up-to-date with the drought, whereas 30% said they were somewhat
keeping up with news about the drought. A third question asked voters how important they
believed water was to the state, and data showed that 72% of voters believed water was an issue.
The fourth question asked voters to rank water and the drought with other aspects of the state
(i.e. economy, infrastructure, health, education, etc.), and data showed 28% believed water was
second to that of the economy, which 30% of voters had ranked as the top importance for the
state. The last question asked voters if they thought local and state governments were doing
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enough to address the drought, and data showed that 62% believed these governments weren’t
doing enough.112
Polling results will be a beneficial tool for my campaign, so my tactic to gain the financial
assistance that will pay for hiring a think tank to poll data will be to reach out to many water
groups who have shown an interest in protecting and improving California’s water, and who may
have an interest in rebuilding its water infrastructure too. A few of these groups include:
1. Association of California Water Agencies (ACWA) – Water agency that hired Tulchin
Research113 and the PPIC in 2014 to poll data for the Proposition 1, “Water Bond” ballot
measure
2. Northern California Water Association (NCWA) – Water association that contributed
$14,236.67 in 2000 to fund the campaign for Proposition 13, “Bonds for Water
Infrastructure” 114
3. California American Water Company – Water resource company that contributed
$5,000 to Isaac Moradi’s (a scientist) contribution of $50,000 to the group Yes on 40,
Protect California’s Land, Air, and Water. Supported by Conservation Groups and
Owners of Open Space fund that financed the Proposition 13 campaign115
4. California Waterfowl Association (CWA) – Statewide non-profit organization that
contributed $5,000 to Isaac Moradi’s contribution to the group Yes on 40, Protect
California’s Land, Air, and Water. Supported by Conservation Groups and Owners of
Open Space fund that financed Proposition 13116
Third, to collect endorsements from environmentalists, I will lobby various experts of the
many watersheds facing extinction of their aquatic species to inform them of what I know on the
issue, and also ask them to help contribute their knowledge to the campaign. Like the water
experts, environmentalists will also be a key actor in providing reliable facts to the two-thirds
majority of voters dedicated to saving the planet and replenishing the watersheds ecosystems.
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The goal of this tactic is to encourage environmentalists to be apart of our team and to serve as a
resource for the legislators and water agencies needing an environmental perspective they can
tap into to learn more about watershed ecosystem’s issues. Environmental groups can also be a
financial asset to the campaign because of their interests in restoring the Bay-Delta and saving
other ecosystems around the SWP. My tactic will be to reach out to those groups who have
contributed to previous campaigns expressing similar goals. A few of these groups include:
1. The Nature Conservancy – Non-profit organization that contributed $2 million in 2000
to fund the campaign for Proposition 13, “Bonds for Water Infrastructure” 117
2. The Trust for Public Land – Non-profit organization that contributed $100,000 to the
group Yes on 40, Protect California’s Land, Air, and Water. Supported by Conservation
Groups and Owners of Open Space fund that financed Proposition 13118
3. California State Parks Foundation – Foundation that contributed $25,000 to the group
Yes on 40, Protect California’s Land, Air, and Water. Supported by Conservation Groups
and Owners of Open Space fund that financed Proposition 13119
4. San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation Trust Inc. – Non-profit land trust that
contributed $25,000 to the group Yes on 40, Protect California’s Land, Air, and Water.
Supported by Conservation Groups and Owners of Open Space fund that financed
Proposition 13120
5. Marin Agricultural Land Trust – Member-supported non-profit organization that
contributed $20,000 to the group Yes on 40, Protect California’s Land, Air, and Water.
Supported by Conservation Groups and Owners of Open Space fund that financed
Proposition 13121
6. The Wildlands Conservancy – Non-profit organization that contributed $100,000 to the
group Yes on 40. Protect California’s Land, Air, and Water. Supported by Conservation
Groups and Owners of Open Space fund that financed Proposition 13122
7. The American Land Conservancy – Non-profit organization that contributed $50,000
to the group Yes on 40. Protect California’s Land, Air, and Water. Supported by
Conservation Groups and Owners of Open Space fund that financed Proposition 13123
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8. Save the Redwoods League – Non-profit organization that contributed $200,000 to the
group Yes on 40. Protect California’s Land, Air, and Water. Supported by Conservation
Groups and Owners of Open Space fund that financed Proposition 13124
Lastly, to collect labor union endorsements, I will sit down with each labor union to explain
how this project will be in their best interest to support since the reconstruction of over hundreds
of pipelines and aqueducts will create thousands of jobs, which means thousands of new
members and membership dues payments to their unions. The goal of this tactic is to encourage
labor unions to be apart of this movement and to work with them to locate industries in which
they currently represent workers that they believe will be the best fit to hire and construct a new
infrastructure system. Labor unions are also another financial asset to the campaign because of
their rich funds and trusts, that are growing by the number as a result of payments made with
members’ dues, donor’s and investor’s contributions, etc. My tactic will be to reach out to those
unions who have contributed to previous campaigns that advocated to protect the state’s water. A
few of these unions include:
1. Operating Engineers Local Union 3 – Labor union that contributed $10,000 to the
group Californians for Clean, Safe, Reliable Water Yes on Propositions 12/13 fund that
financed the Proposition 13 campaign125
2. California State Council of Laborer-Issues PAC – Labor union that contributed
$20,000 to the group Californians for Clean, Safe, Reliable Water Yes on Propositions
12/13 fund that financed Proposition 13126 as well as contributed $10,000 to the group
Yes on Californian’s Infrastructure, Yes on 53 fund that financed the Proposition 53’s,
“Infrastructure,” campaign127
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3. California State Pipe Trades Council of the United Association – Labor union that
contributed $20,000 to the group Californians for Clean, Safe, Reliable Water Yes on
Propositions 12/13 fund that financed Proposition 13128
4. California Council for Environmental and Economic Balance (CCEEB) – “Nonprofit, non-partisan, coalition of industry, labor, and public leaders” 129 that contributed
$1,000 to Catellus Development Corporation’s (a real estate landowner) contribution of
$100,000 to the group Yes on 40, Protect California’s Land, Air, and Water. Supported
by Conservation Groups and Owners of Open Space fund that financed Proposition 13130
Proposal
Therefore, I propose to launch the Eliminate California’s Aging Water System campaign
to fix three major problems – aging pipes, health hazards, and environmental threats – in the
DWR’s SWP. If the water pipes are old, cracked, leaking, contaminating the water supply, and
contributing to the extinction of aquatic species, then it is important to expose why they have not
been replaced. A replacement of the pipes will not only save water customers money and
improve environmental conditions, but will also give water agencies a system that they can rely
upon and easily maintain in the event of a major disaster or system failure, for example. Is it
really worth continuing to invest 40% of utilities funds on “operations, maintenance, and
emergency repairs” 131 for a failing water system? I don’t think so. So, the campaign’s goal is to
garner support from California water customers, voters, and farmers to place a general obligation
bond onto the next statewide ballot, to increase the state sales tax by 0.25%, and to secure federal
government grants/loans to finance a new and improved SWP. The purpose is to save our
valuable water supply by preventing annual leaks, protect the public’s health and safety by
providing clean and safe water across communities, restore diminishing ecosystems, and save
water agencies and taxpayers money.
128
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In order to fund the project, 84% of the revenues would have to be paid through higher local
water utility rates for customers, then 13% with state government general obligation bonds and
an increase in the state sales tax, and the remaining 3% with federal government132 grants/loans.
Most water utility agencies increase their water rates an average of 0.05% or between $1-$100
per year rather than imposing a local tax on their customers because the process for approving a
tax takes much longer as a result of California’s Proposition 218, which was approved in 1996
and “makes it more difficult to raise fees for water service.” 133 Instead, the Proposition requires
that local taxation of a water service will first need legislation drafted by a local water agency
and City attorney, which is submitted to a city or county’s Board of Supervisors/City Council
afterwards, then will await the Board/Council approval, and later be listed onto a local ballot for
a two-thirds majority approval by the voters.134
The increase in water rates is meant to account for casualties and spikes in miscellaneous
costs, such as utilities selling less units of water, higher water consumption rates amongst
customers, higher rates charged to import agencies’ water, water utilities’ development of new
and innovative projects to upgrade the functionality and delivery of their water, power, and
sewer systems, and utilities’ construction of new facilities to keep up with their growing
industry, to name a few. Therefore, my proposal to collect revenues from water customers
includes a 0.03%-0.05% increase in their water rates (i.e. an estimated average of $3-$5 increase
per gallon of water consumed for a standard 5/8-inch sized meter to an average of $60-$100
increase per gallon of water consumed for larger 16-inch sized meters) once the ballot has been
approved by a two-thirds majority, and until the project has received 100% of water customers’
132
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dollars to fund the upgrades that will be carried out over a twenty-year period. This means that if
the average price for a standard sized water meter of 5/8-inches is $5 per gallon of water per
month for single-family residencies, then customers will see an average increase of $8-$10 per
month on their water bill.
If the average price per gallon for a standard sized water meter of 5/8-inches is $9 a month
for multiple-family residencies and for fire services, then customers will be expected to pay an
average increase of $12-$14 per month. For customers in single-family and multiple-family
residencies, and fire services paying an average of $1,900 per month for a 16-inch water meter,
there will be an average increase of $57-$95 per month on their water bill. Furthermore, if the
average price for a water meter of 5/8-inches is $11-$15 per gallon of water per month for all
other water customers – wholesale, commercial, industrial, and governmental – then these
customers will see an average increase of $14-$20 per month on their water bill. For those
customers paying an average of $6,300 per gallon of water for a 20-inch water meter, they will
see an average increase of $189-$315 on their water bill per month.
Next, to collect revenues from the state, the government will be expected to pay its share of
$1,400,208,445.95135 with general obligation bonds as well as raise the state sales tax back to
0.25%, making the tax a total of 7.50% for Californian residents, which was an amount that had
originally decreased in 2017 by 0.25%.136 These bonds and this tax would pay for a share of the
estimated $7,362,167,247.39137 it would cost to replace the SWP pipes, the estimated amount it
would cost to hire about 150 contractors, along with hiring “biologists, hydroelectric plant
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technicians, civil maintenance workers,” 138 and the remaining price per piping part that it would
cost to buy to reconstruct the system. To collect revenues from the federal government, federal
agencies and the United States Department of the Treasury will be expected to pay their share
with a variety of grants and loans, such as from:
1. United States Department of the Interior’s (DOI) “aging infrastructure” and
“restoration of the Bay-Delta” funding,139
2. United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) “Clean Water State
Revolving Fund (CWSRF)” – Finances “water quality infrastructure projects,” 140
3. United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) “Water Infrastructure
Finance and Innovation Act (WIFIA)” – Program that provides “low-cost supplemental
loans for regionally specific projects,” 141
4. United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) “Water Quality Management
Planning Grants” – Funding for “high priority infrastructure projects needed to ensure
clean water and safe drinking water,” 142
5. United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) “Office of Wetlands,
Oceans, and Watersheds (OWOW) Funding” – Funding for the protection of
watersheds,143
6. United States Department of Agriculture Rural Development’s (USDA) “Water &
Waste Disposal Loan & Grant Program” – Offers funds for “clean and reliable drinking
water systems” in rural areas,144
7. National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA) “Community-Based
Restoration Program” – Finances “local efforts to restore coastal habitat,” 145
Next, to get this measure onto the ballot, I plan to model the ACWA 2014 Water Bond
campaign by fundraising money from water utility agencies, water groups, environmental
groups, and labor unions who have each contributed to similar campaigns in the past, which will
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each benefit in a number of ways. The fundraising goal and estimated cost to get this measure
onto the ballot, after accounting for the fees charged by the California Secretary of State,
lobbying efforts, collection of polling data, collection of voter signatures, and campaign
expenditures, is $22,471,893.95146. Lastly, to build portions of the project, construction would
have to be broken up into a series of phases that would be carried out over a twenty-year period,
or in other words, that would be expected to be complete shortly after the year 2040. Each phase
would be scheduled to reconstruct at least 1%-2% of the pipelines so that construction will not
congest the day-to-day transportation routes and roads, public sidewalks, or open space that
water customers, voters, and farmers depend upon. The phases would be modeled on the
SFPUC’s Water System Improvement Project (WISP),147 and would be broken down into:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Phase 1 – Planning
Phase 2 – Environmental Report
Phase 3 – Design
Phase 4 – Bid & Award
Phase 5 – Construction
Phase 6 – Project Completion

If it is realistic for each of these phases to be completed at a higher percentage rate, then
more power to the contractors, construction companies, engineers, and workers because fixing
the pipelines is of the utmost importance for Californians today.
Conclusion
Based on the analysis of this paper, I conclude that California’s 46-year-old water
infrastructure system pipes are far from modern technology. The pipes have not aged well, are
losing extensive amounts of water daily, and are harmful to the environment. If the state does not
plan to invest in a new infrastructure that will be more reliable, self-preservative, and healthier
146
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for the environment, then millions of peoples’ health and safety will be at risk, along with the
system of irrigating agriculture and hydrating livestock, protecting aquatic species and the
ecosystems within piping range, and the state of California’s water supply as a whole. It is time
for the state to take precautions now, and prevent any future disasters to an irreplaceable and
desperately needed water system.
Additional Questions
1. How many of the State Water Project’s household pipes are currently lead-based?
2. How many of the State Water Project’s pipes need to be replaced due to their age, and
which regions need replacements?
3. How many local water agencies have replaced their old pipes or are in the process of
upgrading their water infrastructure?
4. How much will it cost to hire contractors in each region of the state where State Water
Project pipes are located?
5. How likely is this proposal and ballot measure to be passed by California voters?
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